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Applied Tecbnologies in
A onservation Genetics
Dept. of Biology
Central Michigan University

T L ab 0 rato l-y Mt. Pleasant, MI 48859 f
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‘‘‘‘‘ T » mener Brad Swansm Ph.D. ' ';
Purpose: Determine species of on'gir{ from scat

Agency: .
Michigan Wildtife Habitat Foundation samples ,
6380 Drumheller Road, 'l
PO Box 393, ;
Bath, M1 45808. Date: 5/13/04 l

I

. R 517 -
Phone: 517-641-7677 Fax: 517-641-7871 Continucd from e of 10/23/2002!

Samples Received:

297 scat samplcs i
Examinations Condacted: |

Three portions of each scat were removed from the samples and each portion was fun thmugh a
DNA extraction procedure using Qiagen Stool Kits. The extracted DNA was quantified aﬁd a portion
of the mitochondrial d-loopy was amplified using the polymerase chain reaction (PCR) at tbe sarne time
as known coyote (Canis latrans), wolf (Canis lupis), bobcat (Lynx rufus), and cougar (Felis concolor).
Each of the three extractions were amplified in triplicate. Based on size scparation of the kmpliﬁed
region in a 2% agarose gel (visvalized with Sybr Stain Gold from Molecular Probes) the DNA was
determined to be either canid or felid. All felid were subjected to restriction digestion usipg Rsa-]
which produces a unique banding in cougars and bobcats based on different restriction sites. Results
of the restriction digests were visualized on a 4% agarose gel (visualized with Sybt Stain Gold from
Molecular Probes). This procedure was carried out up 1o six (6) times per sample if ampl{ﬁcanon

failed.
_i
Results and Discussion: ‘
Based on the mitochondrial d-loop analysis we have not identified any of your samples as

canids. We have identified 11 samples to species 10 of which are cougars and one being 4 bobeat.
The samples are identified by the location indicated on the sample container.
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From: Lawrence Robinson

To: John Hendrickson, Tim Reis
Date: Wed, Jul 15, 1998 1:04 pm
Subject: Cougar sighting

figured 1 had to fess Up eventually. What do I do to
efting out to the media? | really
know your suggestions.

get the pictures and info to our division files without this
don't want this to tumn into another media event like the picture last yeardid. Let
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Introductions discussing Michigan’s landscape and each group of animals were written

by authorities in the respective fields. Their acceptance of the task of providing a thorough,
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deer was the primary prey base in the Great Lakes region. Cougars kill proportion-
ally more old and young deer, thereby producing a healthier deer population and a
dampening of prey oscillations (Homocker 1970). Deer densities of ten or more
individuals per square mile {2.6 square km} usually provide conditions suitable for
winter survival of cougars, while less than five deer per square mile (2.6 square

km} could jeopardize a cougar population’s local survival or establishment. Al- -

though deer and other ungulates are primary food items, cougars prey on other
mammals, such as the porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum) and snowshoe hare {Lepus
americanus) {Robinette et al. 1959; Wright 1959; Spalding and Lesowski 1971).

Conservation/Management: According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice Recovery Plan for the eastern cougar [Downing 1981a), recovery of the eastern
subspecies will require at least three self-sustaining populations, each having at
least 50 breeding adults, in its original U.S. range. While sightings are important
indicators of mountain lion presence, observations of this secretive cat are inde-
pendent of time spent outdoors [Van Dyke and Brocke 1987} and cannot measure
population size. For example, western mountain lion hunters average only one
sighting per nine years or every 2,000 days afield. Systematic surveys such as scent
stations and intensive road surveys are needed to evaluate Michigan’s cougar num-
bers and distribution. For every 310 square miles {806 square km)j, no more than
224 lmear miles (360 km} need to be searched for cougar conﬁrmauon 56 linear

The existence of the cougar in Mnchxgan has only been recently conﬁrme
Whether individuals are from small, remnant populations that survived human
pressures through the last two centuries, transients from the western Great Lakes
region, or privately released [or escaped) western subspecies, the cougar needs to
be recogmzed protectcd and studied in Michigan’s Upper Pemnsula
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